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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This is in response to the Applicant's argument filed on January 18, 2006 in 
which claims 1-33 are currently pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-6, and 26-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over De Cambray-Mathan (US 2003/0190917) in view of Crisler (US 
5,179,559) further in view of Subramanian etal. (US 5,907,810). 

Regarding claims 1 , 26, 29, and 31 , De Cambray-Mathan teaches a method of 
determining cells for deletion in a network design (i.e., evaluate cell for deletion, 
sections 57-58, 78), comprising: simulating operation of the network to generate 
statistics for each cell of a given group of cells (sections 59, 76, and 79); evaluating 
statistics of each cell based on a given ranking criteria (i.e., user can select a region to 
be evaluated and that region can be a new cell, section 57-59 and 76-79). 

De Cambray-Mathan does not specifically teach ordering cells of the group by 
rank based on the evaluation. 

However, ordering cells of the group by rank based on the evaluation is known in 
the art of communications. Crisler teaches cells are listed in a ranked order based on 
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the received signal quality to arrange the cell having the best quality on top of the list 
(col. 6, lines 2-65). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art, at the time of the invention, to implement the technique of Crisler within the system 
of De Cambray-Mathan in order that an available cell site which provides the best 
received signal quality is selected by the communication unit for handoff. 

De Cambray-Mathan in view of Crisler does not specifically teach deleting the 
highest ranked cell. 

However, the preceding limitation is known in the art of communications. 
Subramanian teaches cell C receives the highest paging traffic in the network, the zone 
which includes cell C is identified, the paging traffic is recalculated assuming cell C is 
being removed one zone at a time (i.e., the cell with the largest load is removed, col. 5, 
lines 4-27 and col. 6, lines 24-34). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art, at the time of the invention, to implement the technique of 
Subramanian within the system of De Cambray-Mathan in view of Crisler in order to 
provide a method for reducing the paging load in cellular communication by removing 
the cell receiving highest paging from a zone. 

Regarding claims 2, 30, De Cambray-Mathan in view of Crisler further in view of 
Subramanian teaches all the limitations above. De Cambray-Mathan teaches wherein 
only a single simulation of the network is performed to determine cells for deletion 
(sections 57-59). 

Regarding claims 3, 28, De Cambray-Mathan in view of Crisler further in view of 
Subramanian teaches all the limitations above. Subramanian teaches wherein said 
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simulating, evaluating, ordering and deleting are repeated until a desired number of N 
cells are deleted (col. 5, line 57 to col. 6, line 34). 

Regarding claim 4, De Cambray-Mathan in view of Crisler further in view of 
Subramanian teaches all the limitations above. De Cambray-Mathan teaches wherein 
the network design is applicable to determining site selection of cells for an initial 
network deployment (sections 57-59). 

Regarding claims 5, 32, De Cambray-Mathan in view of Crisler further in view of 
Subramanian teaches all the limitations above. De Cambray-Mathan teaches wherein 
the network design is applicable to determining cells for deletion as part of a network 
overlay or upgrade of an existing network (section 93). 

Regarding claim 6, De Cambray-Mathan in view of Crisler further in view of 
Subramanian teaches all the limitations above. De Cambray-Mathan teaches wherein 
said generated statistics include statistics related to at least one of a number of soft 
handoff legs for each cell of the group, total active legs for each cell of the group, and 
total number of simplex and softer-handoff legs for each cell of the group (sections 63 
and 81). 

Regarding claim 27, De Cambray-Mathan in view of Crisler further in view of 
Subramanian teaches all the limitations above. Subramanian teaches collecting revised 
network statistics for each cell after deletion of the highest ranked cell from the network 
(information is stored prior to recalculate, col. 6, lines 24-40), and determining the 
influence that the deleted highest ranked cell has on the network based on the collected 
statistics (col. 6, lines 24-40). 
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Regarding claim 33, De Cambray-Mathan in view of Crisler further in view of 
Subramanian teaches all the limitations above. Subramanian teaches wherein the 
effects of inhomogeneity that are accounted for include non-uniform traffic distribution 
within the proposed network (col. 5, lines 4-26). 

Allowable Subject Matter 

4. Claims 19-25 are allowed. 

5. Claims 7-18 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 
Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-33 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

The Applicant argues that De Cambray-Mathan fails to teach ordering cells of the 
group by rank. The Examiner agrees with the preceding argument, but a prior art has 
been used to reject the preceding limitation (see rejection above). 

The Applicant further argues that De Cambray-Mathan in view of Subramanian 
fail to teach deleting the highest ranked cell. However, the Examiner disagrees with the 
preceding arguments. Subramanian teaches removing the cell having the highest load 
in the group (typically cells are evaluated to select the one having the highest load). 
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Therefore, the preceding limitation is read on Subramanian as recited in the rejection 
above. 

7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

US 7,013,141 03/14/2006 
US 6,442,393 08/27/2002 
US 2005/0048974 03/03/2005 
US 2005/0032542 02/10/2005 
US 6,411,819 06/25/2002 
US 2004/0 1 66858 08/26/2004 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jean A. Gelin whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
7842. The examiner can normally be reached on 9:30 AM to 7:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, George Eng can be reached on (571 ) 272-7495. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 



Lindquist etal. 
Hogan 
Kim et al. 
Wilbbern 
Gutowski 
Masuda et al. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



JGelin 

March 15, 2006 



JEANGOJN 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 




